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REMARKS 



This Response and Amendment is in response to the Office Action mailed on May 
30, 2003. Reconsideration of this application is respectfully requested. 

Claim Amendments 

Claim 1 has been amended to substantially include the limitations of Claims 7 and 
8, Claim 20 has been amended to substantially include the limitations of Claim 15 and 
new Claim 35 substantially includes the limitations of Claim 16 

Election / Restriction 

Applicants have canceled Claims 21-25 as being drawn to a non-elected 
invention. Applicants intend and specifically reserve the right to file Claims 21-25 and 
similar claims in one or more continuing applications. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

The Office Action stated that the Information Disclosure Statement (IDS) filed on 
March 4, 2002, with the present application failed to comply with 1.98(a)(2) because the 
present application is not a continuation of all of the cited priority applications that 
contain copies of the listed references. Applicants submit that the Office Action is 
incorrect and respectfully requests consideration of the IDS and listed references 
submitted on March 4, 2002. 
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As set forth in the priority claim on page 1 of the specification, the present 
application claims priority as a continuation (or division) to the following U.S. Patent 
Applications: 



The references listed on the Forms PTO-1449 accompanying the IDS filed on 
March 4, 2002, have been cited and/or disclosed in one or more of the above-listed 
priority applications. Specifically, the front pages of U.S. Patent No. 6,442,418 (copies 
attached hereto) show that the listed references were previously considered in at least that 
priority application. 1 Because copies of the listed references are present in the files of one 
or more priority applications, pursuant to MPEP § 609(IH)(A)(2) Applicants were not 
required to submit copies thereof with the IDS filed on March 4, 2002. 

Moreover, pursuant to MPEP § 707.05, an Examiner is required to review the 
references cited and/or disclosed in continuing applications to which priority is claimed. 
To insure listing of the references on the front page of a patent issuing from an 
application, however, the MPEP requires that the Applicant submit Forms PTO-1449 
listing the references. 

Based on the above, Applicants respectfully request consideration of the 
references submitted with the IDS filed on March 4, 2002, and that the Examiner return 
initialed copies of the Forms PTO-1449 with the next office correspondence. 



09/266,727, now USPN 6,442,418; 
08/919,742, now USPN 5,885,216; 
08/534,081, now USPN 5,806,519; and 
08/144,462, abandoned. 
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Specification 

The Office Action objected to the Abstract because it includes legal phraseology 
such as the term "means" and to the Specification because the continuing data is 
outdated. To overcome the objections, Applicants have replaced the Abstract and have 
amended the Specification to update the status of the priority applications. 

Claim Rejections 

1. The Office Action rejected Claims 13-16 and 20 under 35 U.S.C. § 101 as being 
directed to non-statutory subject matter because it defines structure in terms of the 
patient. To overcome this rejection, Applicants have amended Claim 13 and 20 to delete 
structural reference to the patient. 

2. The Office Action rejected Claims 1-7, 9-14 and 17-20 under 35 U.S.C. § 102 as 
being anticipated by one or more of U.S. Patent No. 5,450,847 to Kampfe et al. ("the 
Kampfe patent"), U.S. Patent No. 5,515,851 to Goldstein ("the Goldstein patent") and 
U.S. Patent No. 4,854,324 to Hirschman et al. ('the Hirschman patent"). Applicants 
submit that the Section 102 rejections are moot in view of the above-provided claim 
amendments. 



1 Two foreign references - CA 2.045,070 and DE 4426387 - are not listed on the front page of the '418 
patent due to a Patent Office error. These two references were considered by the Examiner in the *4 18 
patent, as shown by the Forms PTO-1449 submitted with Paper #19 and/or the Issue Notification. 
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3. The Office Action rejected Claim 8 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the Kampfe patent, the Goldstein patent or the Hirschman patent. This 
rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Amended Claim 1 specifies, inter alia, an electronic interface and a hospital 
information system operably associated with the electronic interface. The Office Action 
states that each of the Kampfe, Goldstein and Hirschman patents discloses an operator 
controlled input device for inputting parameters into the system, but fails to disclose a 
hospital information system. 

To make out a case of obviousness, the applied references must not only disclose 
the claimed elements, but must also provide motivation for a skilled artisan to combine 
the various elements to arrive at the claimed invention. In this particular case, the 
references admittedly do not provide one of the claimed elements - the hospital 
information system. Further, the applied references do not provide any teaching, 
suggestion or motivation within their respective four corners for a skilled artisan to use or 
incorporate a hospital information system in the claimed system. 

For at least the above reasons, Applicants submit that the Kampfe patent, the 
Goldstein patent and the Hirschman patent do not render obvious the invention of Claim 
8, and that the rejection based thereon should be withdrawn. 

4. The Office Action rejected Claim 15 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the Kampfe patent or the Goldstein patent in view of U.S. Patent No. 
5,472,403 to Comacchia et al. ("the Cornacchia patent"). This rejection is respectfully 
traversed. 
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Amended Claim 20 specifies, inter alia, a back-flow valve disposed in the fluid 
path and adapted to substantially prevent contaminants from the patient from migrating 
upstream through the fluid path to the pressurizing unit or the source of fluid medium. 

As stated in the Office Action, the Kampfe and Goldstein patents do not disclose 
the use of a back-flow valve in the fluid path. Further, while the Cornacchia patent 
discloses a back flow valve 24, the valve is adapted "to prevent reflux of the radionuclide 
into the saline flush syringe 4." (Col. 4, lines 1-3). The Cornacchia patent is silent with 
regard to another back flow valve for the radionuclide syringe, to maintaining the sterility 
of the fluid path or to preventing contamination of the tubing and the syringes 2, 4. Thus, 
even if a skilled artisan would be motivated to combine the teachings of the Cornacchia 
patent with the Kampfe or Goldstein patents, she would not arrive at Applicants' claimed 
invention. 

For at least the above reasons, Applicants submit that the proposed combination 
of the Kampfe patent or the Goldstein patent with the Hirschman patent does not render 
obvious the invention of Claim 15, and that the rejection based thereon should be 
withdrawn. 

5. The Office Action rejected Claim 16 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the Kampfe patent, the Hirschman patent or the Goldstein patent in 
view of U.S. Patent No. 4,936,832 to Vaillancourt ("the Vaillancourt patent"). This 
rejection is respectfully traversed. 

New Claim 35 substantial includes the limitations of original Claim 16 and 
specifies, inter alia, a fluid assurance detector in the fluid path. 
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As stated in the Office Action, the Kampfe, Goldstein and Hirschman patents do 
not disclose a fluid assurance detector in the fluid path. Further, the VaiUancourt patent 
merely discloses a stopcock 124 for bleeding air from the system in conjunction with a 
syringe attached to the stopcock. (Col. 9, lines 43-47; Col. 10, lines 9-12.) A stopcock is 
neither a bubble detector nor a fluid assurance detector, but rather, in medical devices, a 
valve (typically a three-way valve) for allowing fluids (e.g., blood, drugs) to be aspirated 
from or injected into the fluid path for delivery to the patient. A stopcock does not 
actively detect air bubbles or fluid, but rather provides an egress point for an operator to 
remove air from the fluid path (by use of, for example, a syringe) if air is present therein. 

For at least the above reasons, Applicants submit that the proposed combination 
of the Kampfe patent, the Hirschman patent or the Goldstein patent with the VaiUancourt 
patent does not render obvious the invention of Claim 16, and that the rejection based 
thereon should be withdrawn. 

Reservation 

Applicants have canceled Claims 7, 8, 17-19 and 21-25 without disclaimer or 
prejudice to presenting them in later-filed applications. Applicants do not acquiesce to 
the rejections set forth in the Office Action mailed on May 30, 2003, and reserve the right 
to file claims of new, different and/or broader scope in one or more continuing 
applications to more fully define, cover or protect Applicants' inventive concepts. 
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SEP 2 9 2003 



Conclusion 



OFFICE 



In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, Applicants submit that the 
application is now in condition for allowance. Reconsideration of this application is 
respectfully requested. 



Dated: September 29, 2003 




Gregory 
Reg. No. 34, 

Medrad, Inc. 

One Medrad Drive 

Indianola, PA 15051 

Telephone: (412) 767-2400 x3021 



CERTIFICATE OF FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION 

I hereby certify that this correspondence (along with any paper referred to as being attached or enclosed) is 
being facsimile transmitted to Group 3700 of the Patent and Trademark Office (Fax No. 703-872-9302) on 
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